Digital seduction, that is, practices of flirting mediated by social media and other digital applications, usually involves the display and exchange of self-portraits, commonly known as 'selfies', displaying nudity and self-pornification. This is a playful and complex presentation of the self, where making, displaying and sharing self-portraits reveal a complex gaze game. Participants are both the subject who takes pictures and the object pictured. They also put themselves in the place of the potential viewers, introducing their preferences, expectations and evaluations. This article presents the results of a preliminary research carried out in Madrid about these practices and the pleasures, gender displacements, disquiets and ambivalent feelings elicited in the case of heterosexual men.
picture, and the amateur self-portrait technique are key elements of an emergent iconography broadly present online. Heterosexual men are performing ways of presenting and representing male bodies, the implications of which we discuss in this article.
Online dating websites are one digital environment where these forms of selfpresentation take place (Ellison et al., 2006; Whitty et al., 2007) . These platforms are commercial sites designed to flirt with strangers, providing tools to find potential partners or to establish private contact with them. The mechanics of these platforms are similar. Participants create a profile with pictures and fill in data about themselves, and their preferences for an ideal partner and sexual practice. They can communicate their location, visit other users' profiles, do specific searches, send messages, chat and video chat, or post comments. Pictures, often self-portraits, are key for self-presentation. Picture policies vary according to the platform, regarding the number of photos allowed, the use of images that are not deemed proper portraits, or the presence of explicit sexual depictions. Pictures are also sent and exchanged as part of the seduction game.
Here we present preliminary findings of ongoing research on the implications of such digital practices for straight male subjectivities. Our premise is that the growing practice of digital self-portraits and their online and mobile uses in dating and flirting are part of contemporary heterosexual male embodiment processes and subjectivities. From a qualitative perspective, this study draws on a visual analysis of self-portraits and on ethnographic research about the practices where these pictures are involved: digital ethnography of online dating and social networks sites, interviews with users of these platforms in Madrid (Spain) about their seduction practices and use of selfies, a focus group and a workshop on selfportraits and their online use. The participants in our fieldwork more broadly were men and women, with diverse sexual identities, but in this article we focus on heterosexual men discourses and practices. We have carried out the first part of fieldwork, consisting of: nine individual interviews; a workshop with 20 users of these platforms -hosted by Madrid art and technological centre MediaLab Prado; 1 a focus group. We also carried out virtual ethnography in online dating sites (Meetic, Badoo), other social network sites (Facebook), and sites to share pictures (Flickr, Instagram) .
The next section briefly describes digital self-portraits as ways of sharing our agency with technologies. The second section discusses some examples of these online heterosexual flirting practices and what we call 'forms of self-pornification', highlighting their implication for contemporary masculinities. The last two sections discuss how these particular digital inscriptions take part in contemporary processes of subjectivation and desubjectivation, and the heterosexual male disquiet they can elicit. The ambivalences and disquiets can be understood as signs of a heterodoxy in practice, signs that may not be immediately recognisable as heterodoxical resistance.
Digital self-portraits as a form of shared agency
People's relations with digital technologies exemplify a material and bodily tie that mediates other interactions. They entail a shared agency (Lase´n, 2010) , as the devices and their applications open possibilities for some practices and activities, while preventing others. Different combinations emerge from the use of devices and applications, with their features and constraints, along with the different sociocultural histories and subjectivities of the people using them. Thus, there is a cultural, social and personal shaping of digital technologies while, reciprocally, individuals and interpersonal relationships are shaped by technological presence, uses and practices. The notion of shared agency stresses the mutual shaping of people and technologies through the use of digital technologies and their associated practices. This shared agency not only includes the individual user and the particular device, but other people and groups involved in the interaction, the conditions of commercialisation and use defined by providers and platform owners, as well as institutional regulations.
This shared agency can take diverse forms: collaborations, negotiations or clashes between technical affordances, commercial conditions and people's intentions, habits and obligations, where non-intentional and non-conscious behaviours are also involved. It is an on-going learning process where all these aspects (technical features, conditions, intentions, habits, experiences, emergences) are subject to change and mobilisation. In addition, couple and erotic relations are increasingly digitally mediated. These relations can be thought of as choreographies, in which the actions of the participants depend on the positions and gestures of the other players, where contemporary digital devices and applications (re)mediate heterosexual relations, and where the production of intimacy and sexuality is the result of the shared agency between people and technologies enacted in everyday digital practices. We use the term remediate (Bolter and Grusin, 2000) in order to highlight that this shared agency takes place in a media and technological environment where people's relationships are already constantly being mediated.
Contemporary digital photography practices are remediating sociality, embodiment and subjectivity, especially with the convergence of digital cameras, mobile phones and social networks (cf. Hjorth, 2014; Koskinen, 2007; Lase´n, 2005; Nightingale, 2007; Okabe and Ito, 2006; Rivie`re, 2005; Van House, 2011) . The ubiquity of cameras and the growing display and exchange of pictures online reveal changes in the uses and meanings of everyday photographic practices. Playfulness and experimentation are common features of camera phones and digital camera usage, which are similarly found in their uses for erotic purposes These changes are made possible by the ease of digital production and the low cost of production for individuals.
The growing practice of self-portraits is an example of these changes. Selfies have become a common practice by cameraphone users since the beginning of their commercialisation (Lase´n, 2005: 65) . Nowadays, they are part of the growing presence of images online: as a mode of presentation in blogs, social networks and online dating sites (Palmgren, 2010; Wang, 2009) , or exchanged as a form of visual communication and a contemporary strategy of flirting and erotic play. One case in point is the common practice of sexting (Chalfen, 2009) . Stretching out the arm and pointing the cell phone towards oneself, standing in front of the mirror to take what Spanish artist Joan Fontcuberta (2010) has recently called 'reflectograms', or posing in front of the camera after setting the self-timer, have become everyday gestures. The convergence of digital photography, mobile telephones and the internet has contributed to the success of this genre, without precedent in the history of photography. Shifting from an exclusively artistic practice inherited from painting, self-portraits become an everyday, banal and playful activity.
The practice of self-portraits and their display online entail three different and related aspects: presentation, representation and embodiment. These pictures are forms of online presentation in front of an audience of strangers, acquaintances and friends. They represent the self for oneself and for the others, as well as inscribe the body online and offline. This practice is an ongoing learning process, guided by experience, experimentation and improving from mistakes. This involves the observation and re-enactment of images available from traditional media, and of other people's pictures displayed online. Photos are shared, exchanged and commented on. This is also part of learning and experimentation. Thus, self-portraits take part in contemporary embodiment processes through the ways we shape and perceive ourselves, and in regard to how we relate to our bodies.
When you start taking pictures, it's a way of getting self-esteem as well, to accept yourself. I think that people's self-esteem works better in picture than in the mirror, Because in front of the mirror, if you've got a bad day, it's going to be like that all day, but in a picture if you look good . . . (Pedro, 25) 2 Taking, displaying and exchanging self-portraits accomplishes this interconnected triple task of presentation, representation and embodiment through the deployment of a complex gaze game. Participants are at same time the photographer and the model, while taking into account the perceived expectations of those who see the pictures, putting themselves in their place. In the case of heterosexual digital flirting, this means taking into account the perceived expectations of the potential partners. By this, a kind of embodied vision is achieved, learning to play, mobilise and see bodies in a different way, taking into account people's reactions to the pictures, through the number of visits, the comments they leave and what participants think or imagine about their preferences and appreciations. A reversibility of gaze happens as well, as users find themselves in a reciprocal relationship with others who display their pictures or webcams. This situation is entirely different to voyeurism, or to traditional surveillance mechanisms, where distance and separation between the observer and the observed is maximal. The category of 'spectacle' does not fit these practices either. Participants are both object and subject of the images: looking at others and putting themselves on display. The distinctive complex gaze of the digital self-portrait practice is a form of embodied vision, created through a continuous learning process. This is a collective learning involving many aspects: the use of the device, the ways of posing, how to see your own body and others', or how to get (or to suggest) from others the images one would like to see.
Heterosexual male traditional positions do not fit with these digital self-portrait practices. In the production of selfies, we observe the concern for controlling selfrepresentation and for displaying an appropriate self-image already present in previous forms of male artistic self-portraits. However, uses and practices around selfies are not the same as previous forms of self-portraiture and can displace heteronormative positions resulting from the increased shared agency described earlier. Control over the photos is almost impossible when shared online, when produced after the explicit demands of our partners in this play, when shared in webs open to comments and interactions. Furthermore, self-portraits themselves become something different because they are part of a broader affair, they are produced in, and for practices of, digitally mediated seduction.
The complex and reversible relation between object and subject in these selfies hinders the traditional gender dichotomy. Men involved in these practices become an object of representation as well as producers of these pictures. They have to perform a complex gaze game considering the preferences, desires and demands of their potential partners. Thus, selfies challenge traditional tropes of self-depiction and visual consumerism, defying heteronormative positions and subjectivities.
Straight men are impelled to leave their traditional subject position, and this displacement can become problematic as discussed later.
These playful and complex forms of presenting and representing oneself blur the divide between public and private, opening intimacy to new spaces and participants (Lase´n and Go´mez, 2009 ). Many self-portraits showed or exchanged online, such as the image used at the beginning of this article, are taken in people's bedrooms or in front of the bathroom mirror. The banal and mundane domestic settings form the background of these images and the public or semi-public performances they are part of. There is a paradoxical relationship between privacy and digital photography: one of the consequences of eliminating external photo development which were viewed by photo lab staff is an increase of privacy, facilitating the participation of digital cameras and mobile phones in sexual encounters and erotic games (Schwarz, 2010a) . Such exchanges can also be enacted in public or semi-public digitally mediated settings. The public display of intimate images modifies the articulation between privacy and intimacy, as they are forms of shared intimacy with a particular audience, though not necessarily the general public. Therefore, strategies for controlling these images emerge in their practices: in the way the images are produced and staged, in the choice of pictures to display, in the posing, the use of light and effects. Control is also exerted by sharing them only with those who share their images with us. The need for protecting intimacy promotes additional forms of control, due to the unwritten rule of never displaying your face and your genitals in the same picture. In any case it is always a relative control, as once these images are shared their authors cannot manage what happens to them.
This shared intimacy with strangers, acquaintances, friends and lovers is also a performance, a play of masks, of modes of embodying and enacting different personas and roles. These digital technologies and applications facilitate experimentation with forms of self-presentation, self-shaping and self-recognition, thanks to their ability to elicit, test and check other people's reactions. Thus, webcams, blogs, chats, social network sites, are not always the means of confession where an authentic truth about oneself is revealed. Rather, they are stages and spaces where the round of presentation-representation-embodiment is played with others.
Self-pornification
According to our interviews, the decision to display and download self-portraits is prompted by other people's requests and expectations about the presence of portraits in profiles and personal web pages, or about reciprocity in online and mobile interactions. The other main reason to get started was their own wish to watch the kind of pictures they ask from others, especially regarding self-portraits of nudity and self-pornification. In this article we use the term self-pornification to refer to self-portraits and self-images set to elicit excitement and sexual interest, as well as the practices and verbal exchanges involved. An example of these nude or erotic images is sexting, when users portray parts of their bodies and send these images as mobile messages. These kinds of self-portraits are found in websites of a very different kind: social media (such as Instagram, Facebook or Tumblr), online dating sites, random video-chat platforms, such as Chatroulette, and webs specifically designed to show this sort of image, though with very different purposes, (such as adultfriendfinder.com, beautifulagony.com, seemyorgasm.com).
3 Selfpornification does not fit the category of spectacle attached to traditional forms of pornography because it brings about the collapse of the strict difference between subject and object, passive and active, which is a quality of the complex gaze game of self-portraits. In sum, if you want to be a voyeur, you must be on display.
There is a lack of iconography available for heterosexual men involved in selfpornification. Western erotic culture, from art to media representations, has focused on women (Berger, 1972) . There are many models and iconographies of femininity, reproduced or subverted, but easily identifiable, in feminine self-portraits. Men's self-portraits reveal a more uncomfortable approach to selfdepiction. Available erotic male body representations are provided by either gay iconography or commercial porn. Both of them are revealed in heterosexual male self-portraits online and become unpleasant references, according to the men interviewed, revealing a paradoxical relation with their own selfies. So, although they adopt these iconographies in their self-portraits, they criticise them in other men's pictures.
In our ethnography, we have identified a 'becoming gay' heterosexual depiction of the body: poses, lights and body models currently found in gay media and cultural products are found in some heterosexual men's pictures online. But this does not mean that they acknowledge and validate this iconography; as discussed later, comments and interactions about these self-portraits suggest that they are often a source of distress.
At the same time, the use of porn iconography in self-pornification is exciting and disturbing. On the one hand, self-pornified images are produced and distributed in interactions. Nude and explicit sexual self-portraits often comply with a partner's demand of reciprocity in the game of exchanging pictures described earlier. They are often taken following someone else's request. On the other hand, the observation of profiles and self-portraits online reveals that mainstream heterosexual porn iconography turns out to be a problematic source of inspiration, because, among other reasons, it does not offer many clues about how to portray male bodies. Men's bodies are not the focus of the images, except for the genital area. Online male self-pornification displays a proliferation of pictures reproducing a fragmentary and genital-centred depiction, 4 which can hardly be considered an alternative form of self-representation.
However, self-pornification practices entail an interesting displacement of contemporary masculinity. Feminist and men's studies have argued that porn is actively involved in the social construction of contemporary masculinities and that it contributes to reinforce gender inequality when it generates a fantasy of male control and centrality in sexual encounters (Garlik, 2010) . The production of sexual images to be shared with potential sexual partners lets these men reconsider desires, surveillance and visual pleasures in a more relational way. Therefore, men involved in self-pornification break, at least partially, with that asymmetry in porn images and positions, and their success asks for a more reciprocal relationship to keep women's attention, as they have to accommodate their practices to their preferences and expectations. 
Digital inscriptions and subjectivation processes
The articulation between bodies, digital images, mobile devices, social media and applications reveals ways in which bodies are inscribed, ordered and organised. Bodies are presented, represented and shaped in different forms, and acquire new competences and habits. Therefore these practices contribute to blurring and renegotiating the public and private divide, and shifting about gender appropriateness.
The notion of body inscription has a double meaning. Bodies are inscribed when they are marked, outlined, fashioned, shaped, moulded, tattooed, and made up. They are also inscribed by physical and material inscriptions as well as by other kind of inscriptions, such as when they are disciplined, or when they acquire gestures, postures, looks, ways of doing, seeing, being, posing, or presenting themselves, by repetition, habit and routine (cf. Grosz, 1994: 86-111) . Secondly, bodies are inscribed in and by digital devices. Due to these inscriptions, the traces of these mobile entities, bodies in our case, can be tracked and registered. These two kinds of inscriptions are closely linked. Digital devices produce and store body inscriptions, while contributing to shape and inscribe the bodies of those who take part in self-portrait practices. Digital body images are reproduced, diffused, exchanged. On the one hand, these inscriptions increase bodily awareness and control, because self-portrait practices extend the knowledge about your own body and ways of presenting it to other people. On the other hand, the particular mobility of inscriptions, their circulation and the occasions facilitated by the exchange of comments, leaves other people a certain control over the bodies pictured. This can be translated into forms of reconciliation with our own bodies, which make us inhabit our bodies differently. It can also generate worries and stress, derived from the increased reflexivity afforded by digital inscriptions and online exchanges. For instance, one of the participants in our workshop about selfies, a woman in her 30s who had been using the internet to meet men for more than 10 years, described the changes introduced by the widespread use of pictures and self-portraits for such online practices. She told of her surprise when she discovered how appealing her body can be through positive comments. This discovery encouraged her to take self-portraits, playing with her image and with her nudity. Self-portraits that were originally a form of self-presentation became pictures that allowed her to discover and explore the potentialities of her body.
Considering these digital images as inscriptions instead of reflection or mere representations, accounts for the participation of technologies in the embodiment processes. These inscriptions mobilise bodies, multiply the spaces where they are presented, transforming the relationship between absence and presence, as well as the presentation of bodies and subjects. Thus, they modify the interpersonal relationships where these bodies are engaged. Bodies are inscribed and become bi-dimensional in the smooth surface of the screen. Feedback from the bodies facing the screen contributes to the excitement and affective intensification, which takes them out of this flat frame, acquiring other dimensions.
These technologically mediated activities emerge as an arena of redefinition, an opportunity to check heterosexual male embodiment practices and to deploy new ways of considering masculine bodies and identities. This does not mean that these digital practices and the seduction dynamics they facilitate open an unproblematic emancipatory space (Schwarz, 2010b) . The study of these settings and patterns of flirting reveal plural and deeply ambivalent modes of deconstructing and reconstructing sexualities and subjectivities. This diversity is firstly related to the heterogeneity of people taking part in these practices. Therefore, the same practice can be differently interpreted and experienced by different users, leading to inconsistencies between practices and discourses.
According to our ethnography, heterosexual men find in these platforms new ways of meeting women and playing the seduction game. For some of them, this is an opportunity to try out alternative relations and sexual practices. For instance, another example of 'becoming gay' as described earlier can be seen in forms of digital cruising. However, for many men interviewed, the innovative ways of meeting potential partners online are traditionally framed. Their descriptions are based on conventions of traditional masculinity and heteronormative romance. The common point of view about seduction found in these interviews could be summarised with the old trope of 'a man looking for women'. Male users present themselves in positions of desire and demand. They are subjects seeking partners/objects. In this way online dating sites become 'a source you can exploit'. In spite of these narratives reinforcing traditional meanings of masculinity, male uses and practices uncover a conflict between these embodiment practices and the reproduction of hegemonic masculinity (Carrigan et al., 1985; Connell, 1995) . This contradictory experience is managed with different articulations between practices and discourses. Some participants' narratives convey changes in the logic of representation and identification of heterosexual men, for instance, when they discover that their bodies can be erotised in new ways, or when they express joy about more equal forms of flirting not focusing only on male desires. Consequently, these online exchanges can sustain forms of reconciliation with their own bodily self.
[Success helps me] to accept myself. Accept myself. Because you say: 'nobody says that I am ugly'. Obviously, if she is talking to you, she doesn't think you are ugly . . . 'I have so much success', I don't know. Even, not only physical success, it is: 'he can do this and that, so intelligent'. 'Talking to you'. A girl told me: 'talking to you is, I don't know, when I talk to you I feel free, it is different, and . . . ' That cheers you up. (Pedro, 25) However, the explicit acknowledgement of these new forms of eroticisation and recognition was not frequently found in our interviews. Most of the collected narratives mobilised traditional and hegemonic masculinities. Hegemonic masculinity is a relational position constructed against other subordinate male models and against femininity. Part of its success depends on the articulation of this comparison in men's everyday life, where any male sign of femininity can become a failure of appropriate masculinity (Connell, 1995: 67-81 ). An example of this is the close-to-homophobic comments posted by users about other men's photos being 'too gay' or 'too effeminate' based on the level of posing and the preening. These comments state a strong division in the perception and consideration of masculine and feminine self-representations. Careful ethnographic observation shows that posing, decorations, filters and Photoshop are characteristics of male pictures as well.
Sometimes they give you ideas, sometimes you happen to visit a profile, without looking for it and you think 'I'd like to have a photo like that' . . . I think that you get it from friends or from friends of friends' profiles. Not from girls' profiles, because they've got their particular way of . . . I think that they are different from men, they have another way of taking pictures . . . They like all that posturing. They have a special way of posing for the picture or editing the images. I think that a man pays less attention. Women even decorate them. Their perspective is different. (Luis, 32) The opposition between brain and body is also present in the evaluation of other users' portraits. This is traduced in the stereotype of the beauty-brain paradox: the supposed opposition between having brains and good looks and the subsequent belief that intelligence is inversely proportional to body attention and care. In short, beauty and 'hunk' look can be read as proof of being brainless. In online dating sites where it is possible to post public comments about other people's pictures, it is not unusual that heterosexual men express these kinds of criticisms about other men's portraits. Often these comments elicit replies from women claiming the opposite opinion, accusing the critics of jealousy.
Besides these criticisms, male concern about looking good was found in our fieldwork. 'Having a body', as one of the participants declares, lies in muscle definition, mainly of breast, abdomen and arms. Male bodies are inscribed that way by sport and time spent at the gym, as well as in their online inscriptions as digital images. It is not only a matter of getting this kind of body, but also about making photos that enhance this muscle definition, choosing the right light and striking the right pose. It seems that a displacement is occurring, regarding body concerns in contemporary masculinities, as muscle definition occupies the locus of the penis size in early masculinity models (Bordo, 1999) .
Male disquiet
The inconsistency between heterosexual men's practices and discourses can be considered a sign of male disquiet. This distress could explain the growing cognitive dissonance in the appreciations of their self-portraits and self-pornification practices, and the reinforcement of traditional conventions in their discourses. One source of this male unease is related to the dislocation of traditional gender positions in self-portraits. Participants in our research report a deep distress about this need to be on display in order to be viewed by potential partners. Being on display online cannot be fully controlled. This visibility brings about the fear of being seen by friends and acquaintances. Heterosexual men interviewed told us about different strategies to hide their profiles and practices from those they know. In some cases, online flirting and self-portraits seem to be a secret practice.
That is in my house's room, these four [self-portraits] are taken in my house's bedroom and these others are taken in private. I take them in private and nobody knows that I take photos of myself. Because if they'd see me, they'll ask me what is this picture for? Are you taking pictures of yourself now? (Jose´, 30) I don't like to involve other people in this. I prefer that they remain unaware. (Pedro, 25) Private spaces such as bathrooms and bedrooms are the common settings of male self-portraits. Interviewed men reported that privacy informed when they took their pictures: these occurred at night or when they knew that they were going to be alone at home. Women on the other hand saw self-portrait taking as a collective practice, with the support of close friends, or as an occasion for having fun together.
A friend of mine take my pictures and I take hers as well . . . Yes, we took photos several times, to change our pictures, change our poses or our outfits . . . And I've got a friend, with her sometimes when we meet and we are going to spend the night together, relaxing at home, we say 'come on, lets put some make up and I'll bring the dresses and the heels', and we take cool pictures . . . (Marı´a, 20) Male secrecy reaches online profiles as well. These men used to hide these online activities even from their close friends. To this end they use a special mail account for these platforms.
Facebook is more for family, more familiar. . . because, for instance, if I put this photo where I am showing the piercing here, where we are with my family and friends, maybe they will make jokes about it, 'Hey, what's this piercing'. I don't know, don't want silly remarks . . . For this, yes, I am a little embarrassed. And in Badoo . . . in fact my account in Badoo is different, the mail account in Badoo is not the same than in Facebook, so that no one I know finds out that I am here. (Jose´, 30) Therefore, these men are concerned with hiding their activities in these dating websites but not in other platforms like Facebook. One of the reasons that could explain this is that online dating entails the renegotiation of the male position itself. Masculinity is a homo-social enactment grounded in a compulsive demonstration of male attitudes and manners by men for other men's gaze. Any failure in following cultural stereotypes of manhood runs the risk of being read as a breaking of one's own masculinity. Besides, these blunders will be used by other men to prove their own appropriate manhood. By denying other men's virility and by pointing to their flaws, men can reach a position of legitimacy for their own male embodiments (Kimmel, 1994) . So, strategies of secrecy around online flirting can denote these fears. Being on display in an online dating site can be seen as a proof of weakness: you are there because you failed to get a sexual partner by other means. Being on display would reveal that you are sexually needy and therefore a male fiasco. Heterosexual men's experiences of online dating seem to fit Alfred Sauvy's claim 'pour vivre heureux vivons cache´s' -keeping our lives hidden to live better.
Behind these secrecy strategies lies the second source of male disquiet: competition around self-images. Being on display is being a possible target of other users' comments, a key aspect of this male scrutiny described earlier. Statements like 'they look gay', 'they do it like women do', 'they are too worried about their body', 'they are brainless' are repeated in these judgements. However, these men report an intimate concern about their physical appearance. Self-contradiction appears again: they look after their bodies, they worry about their muscle definition and they worry about being criticised for caring and worrying about their bodies.
They compete with the appearance of other men. Somehow, these negative comments hide a fear of being less than others: being less strong, attractive, successful, and masculine:
This girl in the picture, I'm sure that I couldn't even just talk to her. But sure that one of these muscle hunks here can, sure. (Jose´, 30) The pictures of other users operate as models for self-portrait practices, but they are also a source of worry. Heterosexual men embrace a strongly competitive and oppositional construction of masculinity, fitting the classical definitions of hegemonic masculinity (Connell, 1995: 35-39, 76-81) .
Because I haven't got a body like those shirtless men here . . . people who've got the body can show it, but I haven't got a body to show. (Jose´, 30) It took me longer to get in Badoo because the pictures I saw showed very muscled men, not like models, but very handsome people, the girls were great, and as a first impression I said 'Uh, I don't fit in here' It looks like people at another level. (Pedro, 25) Paradoxically, the typical and distinctive pictures on these websites, featuring bare-chested fit men posing in front of the mirror or the lens, are the kind of male portraits criticised as narcissist and brainless. Instead of representing a new hegemonic model, this seems to be a sign of change to representations of masculinity and self-presentation. At least in part, this is the background of this cognitive dissonance and male unease. However, it can also be seen as an indicator of the renegotiation of subjectivities and embodiment that goes on through self-portrait practices. Male distress and embarrassment, and their contradictory relationship with their own practices could be due to changing embodiments. As Foucault (1982) points out, all processes of subjectivation give rise to processes of de-subjectivation. The disquiet of heterosexual men regarding self-portrait practices and online dating, as well as dissonances and inconsistencies between discourses and practices, points towards these dynamics of ongoing de-subjectivation.
Conclusion
The complex gaze game performed in digital self-portrait practices, related to selfpornification and online flirting, entails a carefully prepared presentation to public scrutiny taking into account their audience's wishes, (or their perceived wishes), in order to keep their interest and therefore to increase the possibilities of securing encounters, online and offline. This gaze game is a learning process involving people and devices, which is part of contemporary embodiment processes and of self-knowledge and identification dynamics. These images and photographic practices not only present and represent entities, but they contribute to the configuration and transfiguration of bodies and subjects. The gaze is a powerful mechanism in this process, in the way we become subjects and we identify ourselves, entering relationships of subjection and power.
One of the consequences of the pervasiveness and ubiquity of this shared agency with digital technologies is that they are taking part in the shaping, transformation and maintaining of subjectivities, in the way we experience, think about and perceive others, the world and ourselves. Selfies and their practices are part of the contemporary subjectivation processes. In the cases described in this article, they are taking an active part in the contemporary performance of gender and heterosexual sexualities.
Foucault points out the double meaning of 'subject', regarding both the shaping of the self and the subjection to others. One means subject to something or someone, under the power, control, dependence and recognition of another person, group or institution. But one is also subject to a particular identity, selfconsciousness and self-knowledge (Foucault, 1982) . In our case, selfies and self-pornification practices relate to identity, consciousness and knowledge of the self, as well as to control and attachment to oneself, to others and to digital technologies and applications. Subjection emerges in the relationship between people and devices, as well as in the interpersonal relationships mediated by these devices. Besides, different strategies emerge in order to answer, resist or accommodate these injunctions and subjections.
These processes involve de-subjectivation dynamics that can be tracked in how things were done before owning and using digital devices. De-subjectivation dynamics can also be noticed through the dissonances and disquiet caused by the clash between new and old practices, or between emerging practices and existent discourses. Thus, a gendered subjectivation network emerges, formed by digital photography devices (cameras, cell phones, webcams), the ways they are learnt and used, and the spaces where these images are displayed, shared, exchanged and discussed. In the practices discussed in this article, these digital uses, as well as the exchanges and relationships involved, contribute to shaping the body (presentation, representation, perception, performance, configuration), the subject-bodies affected and their sexualities.
Self-portraits and online flirting practices afford a renegotiation of masculinities grounded in at least three paradoxical situations for heterosexual men. First, they take on a traditional 'feminised' position as a potential object of desire, but simultaneously they are the takers of the photographs. Moreover, they have to put themselves in the place of the female audience they want to attract, taking into account their hopes, desires and comments on pictures and profiles, in order to increase their chances of success. Second, they simultaneously acknowledge and despise the importance of looks and physical appearance in online seduction practices. And third, successful online seduction strategies require men to be visible and secretive at the same time. They have to be visible in public display for women, without revealing their supposed weaknesses to potential male rivals. These ambivalent situations, as well as the heterogeneity of perspectives and attachments to practices and discourses, produce different ways of juggling with gender: from embracing traditional gender positions to the kind of gender disquiet we have described in the case of heterosexual men. Thus, self-pornification and online flirting practices can be understood as a technology of gender (de Lauretis, 1987) , an active dispositive taking part in the contemporary actualisation and redefinition of our gender subjectivities and our sexualities. In this sense, we can find in these practices a challenge to heteronormative sexualities, as emergent forms of experiencing our pleasures and desires. This particular case reveals that challenging heterodoxies is not always intentional, a conscious decision, but it occurs in a net of little displacements that blend new practices with conventional discourses associated with heteronormativity. Accounting for these embodied contradictions, ambivalences and disquiets is a way of tracking and mapping the persistence and transformation of our sexualities.
Notes

See MediaLab Prado (2010).
2. Names of participants have been changed to protect their identities, but their actual ages at the time of the interview are given alongside the fictional name in brackets. 3. These websites are very different regarding their purpose, design, participants and content displayed. Some are online dating sites with explicit sexual content, whereas others just display the images provided by the users. Yet, in spite of their differences, all of them are examples of public exhibition, not necessarily to the big public but to certain publics, of intimate images of nudity and sexual content. 4. 'Crotch cam boys' as they are called in the mocking and critical terms of female users quoted in Kibby and Costello (2001 
